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US. Customs Service 
(T.D. 74-254) 
Countervailing duties—X-radial steel belted tires from Canada 
Notice of final rate of countervailing duties under section 303, Tariff Act of 1930, 
by reason of the payment or bestowal of a bounty or grant upon the manufac- 


ture, production, or exportation of X-radial steel belted tires from Canada 


DePaRTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 


Cuarrer I—Untrep Srares Customs Service 


PART 159—LIQUIDATION OF DUTIES 


In the Federal Register of January 8, 1973 (38 F.R. 1018), the Com- 
missioner of Customs gave notice that the United States Customs Serv- 
ice had determined that exports of X-radial steel belted tires, manu- 
factured by Michelin Tire Manufacturing Company of Canada, Ltd., 
are subject to bounties or grants within the meaning of section 303 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1303). 

At that time, notice was given that X-radial steel belted tires, manu- 
factured by Michelin Tire Manufacturing Company of Canada, Ltd., 
imported directly or indirectly from Canada, if entered for consump- 
tion or withdrawn from warehouse for consumption after the expira- 
tion of 30 days after publication of that notice in the Customs Bulletin, 
would be subject to the payment of countervailing duties equal to the 
net amount of any bounty or grant determined or estimated to have 
been paid or bestowed. In accordance with section 303, the net amount 
of such bounty or grant was estimated to be 6.6 percent of the f.o.b. 
value of each tire. 

From information received since the issuance of the above notice, 
it has been finally ascertained, determined or estimated that the net 
amount of the bounty or grant paid or bestowed upon the subject 
merchandise is 6.7702 percent of the f.o.b. value of each tire, and 
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countervailing duties in that amount will be collected upon the liquida- 
tion of all entries of the subject merchandise for consumption or 
withdrawals thereof from warehouse for consumption during the 
period February 8 through December 31, 1973. 

In the Federal Register of Sept. 16, 1974 (39 F.R. 33207), the Com- 
missioner of Customs gave notice that a deposit of estimated counter- 
vailing duties, in the amount of 3.7 percent of the f.o.b. value of each 
tire, shall be required at the time of entry of the subject merchandise 
for consumption or upon its withdrawal from warehouse for consump- 
tion on or after January 1, 1974. Declarations of the net amount of the 
bounties or grants finally ascertained, determined or estimated with 
respect to such merchandise will be published in subsequent issues of 
the Customs Bulletin. 

The table in section 159.47 (f) of the Customs Regulations (19 C.F.R. 
159.47(£)) is amended by inserting in respect of the commodity “X- 
radial steel belted tires manufactured by Michelin Tire Manufacturing 
Company of Canada, Ltd.,” the number of this Treasury Decision in 
the column headed “Treasury Decision,” and the words “Final Rate 
Declared” in the column headed “Action.” 

(R.S. 251, as amended, secs. 303, 624; 46 Stat. 687, 759, 19 U.S.C. 66, 
1303, 1624). 

(EOTA :TA:WE) 
G. R. Dickerson, 
Acting Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved September 25, 1974: 
Perer O. SucHMAN, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the Federal Register September 30, 1974 (39 FR 35175) ] 


(TD. 74-255) 
Bonds 


Approval and discontinuance of consolidated aircraft bonds (air carrier 
blanket bonds) Customs Form 7605 


DeEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
Orricr oF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CusToMs, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1974. 


The following consolidated aircraft bonds have been approved or 
discontinued as shown below. The symbol “D” indicates that the bond 
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previously outstanding has been discontinued on the month, day, and 
year represented by the figures which follow. “PB” refers to a 
previous bond, dated as represented by figures in parentheses immedi- 
ately following, which has been discontinued. If the previous bond 
was in the name of a different company or if the surety was different, 
the information is shown in a footnote at end of list. 


Date Filed with 
of Area 
Name of Principal and Surety - Ap- Directr of 


proval Customs, 
Amount 


Venezuelan International Airways & its wholly owned | July 1,1974 | May 31,1974 | J. F. K. Airport; 
subsidiary Transportes Aereas De Carga, 8.A. $100,000. 
(Transcarga), 18 E. 48th St., New York, N.Y.; 

Federal Ins. Co. 
(PB 7/1/78) D 6/30/74 


The foregoing principal has not been designated as a carrier of 
bonded merchandise. 
(BON-3-01) 
Lzonarp LEHMAN, 
Assistant Commissioner, 
Regulations and Rulings. 


(T.D. 74-256) 
Revocation of drawback rates 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE CoMMISSIONER or Customs, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1974. 


The following Treasury Decisions, providing for the payment of draw- 
back on articles manufactured or produced in the United States by 
the organizations named, are hereby revoked. This action is taken be- 
cause the drawback rates concerned have been inactive for a number 
of years and in most cases the manufacturers or prodncers have 
indicated to Headquarters, U.S. Customs Service that they do not 
intend to claim drawback thereunder. 

(DRA-1-09) 


Leonarp LEHMAN, 
Assistant Commissioner, 
Regulations and Rulings. 
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Name of Claimant 
Aeme Burlap Bag Company, Inc. 


45746-I Alaska Packers Association 
45794-N The Alloys Company 

45796—-M 
48247-T 


Aluminum Industries, Inc. 


44371-G 
47435-D 
48730-O Do. 
American Brake Shoe Company 
American Can Company 
Do. 
Atlas Drop Forge Company 
Atlas Powder Company 
Do. 
Associated Canners, Inc. 


Austin, Nichols & Company, Inc. 
Autocar Company 


44324-B Bay Side Canning Company 
45067-J Do. 
47216-K Do. 


47311-C Do. 
Do. 
44251-B The Beckwith Company 
47368-C ...--- The Beckwith Packing Corp. 
47410-D Do. 
Benicia Canning Company 
Do. 
Bereut-Richards Packing Company 
Do. 
Do. 


Bisceglia Bros. 
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Ta. Name of Claimant 
Bluco Printing Corp. 
Blum Textile Printers, Inc. 
Do. 
B. H. Body Company 


Do. 
Bristol Bay Packing Company 
Brooklyn Textile Dyeing Co., Inc. 
Buffalo Steel Company 
Bussell Packing Company 


Calbear Canneries Company 


Do. 

California Canning Peach Association 
Do. 

California Conserving Co., Inc. 
Do. 
Do. 

California Cooperative Producers 
Do. 

California Spray-Chemical Corp. 
Do. 

California Supply Company 

Calistan Packers, Inc. 
Do. 

Cava Packing Co., Inc. 


Do 
Do. 
Do. 
Do 
Do. 


Caviar Packing Co., Inc. 

Do. 
Certified Laboratory Products, Ltd. 
Chanslor & Lyon Company 
Charlesworth Textile Company 
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Name of Claimant 
Chem-Tex Corp. 
Ciba Company, Inc. 
Clarks’ Canning Company 
Do. 
Coles Cranes, Inc. 
Sasiihanes Colgate-Palmolive Company 
“Do. 
Do. 
Colonial Import Company 
Colonial Manufacturing Company 
R. H. Comey Company, Inc. 
Cooperative Manufacturing Company 
Cresca Company, Inc. 
Crown Fur Dyeing & Dressing Corp. 
Do. 


Delaware Steel Fabricating Company 
Dempsey Callon Company 

Do. 
Devoe & Reynolds Company, Inc. 
Diana Fruit Preserving Company 
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Company 


Durkee-Thomas Corp. 


El Dorado Oil Works 
The Electric Furnace Company 
Elmhurst Packers, Inc. 


Enterprise Foundry Corp. 
Epicure Specialties, Inc. 
Do. 
Huropean Dyeing & Finishing Company 


Federal Milk Company 
Do. 
FitzJohn Coach Company 
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Name of Claimant 
J. H. Flickinger Company 
O00N4*Wccccnn Do. 
47748-J ....... Ford Motor Company 


Do. 

Do. 
Foreman-Derrickson Veneer Company 
Foster & Wood Canning Company 


S358 


Fulton Cotton Mills 


9 § 


Garden City Canning Co. 


33s 


Ghiradelli Company, Inc. 
The Glidden Company 
Gloucester Spinning Corp. of New Jersey 
Golden State Company, Ltd. 
Do. 
Gorman Metal Company 
Grand Rapids Store Equipment Company 
Greco Canning-Company, Inc. 
Do. 
Griffith Durney Canning Company 
Do. 
Growerpack Canning Corp. 
Do. 
45882-C ...... Guittard Chocolate Company 
49705-C ..... Do. 


43069-D ....... Harter Packing Company 
45080-G _..... Do. 
Do. 
49126-L ....... Haskelite Manufacturing Corp. 
Havens-Semaira Canning Corp. 
Do. 
Hawaiian Pineapple Company, Ltd. 


558-769—_74—2 
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Name of Claimant 
Herbert Packing Company, Inc. 
Do. 
Do. 
Hercules Forging Company 
Hercules Glue Company, Ltd. 
Do. 
Holley Carburetor Company 
Hollister Canning Company 


Geo. H. Hooke, Inc. 
Do. 
E. Clemens Horst Company 


Intermedico Corp. 

Do. 
International Stacey Corp. 
International Video Corp. 
Invicta-Seeland, Ine. 
Island Packing Corp. 


Jack & Heintz Precision Industries, Inc. 
Jewel-Sheen Waterproofing Corp. 


Kartiganer & Company, Inc. 
Do. 

Julius Kayser & Company 

Kellogg Company 

Spencer Kellogg & Sons, Inc. 


Kentucky State Reformatory 
Kings County Packing Company 


Do. 
Knickerbocker Feather Corp. 
Kolker Chemical Works, Inc. 


Laher Battery Production Corp. 
Lima-Hamilton Corp. 


Marlon Confections Corp. 
Marr Duplicator Corp. 

The P. McGraw Wool Company 
Mente & Co., Ine. 
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Name of Claimant 

Mente & Co., Inc. 

Do. 

Do. 
The Wm. S. Merrell Company 
Metten & Gebhardt, Inc. 
Modern Central Silk Dyeing & Finishing Co., Inc. 
Modern Maid Food Products, Inc. 
Mountain View Canning Company 


Muller Bros. 


The National Acme Company 
National Automotive Fibres, Ine. 
National Biscuit Company 


49101-M 


51680-C _.__-. i 
National Chemical Co. of California 
National Nut Co. of California 
National Twist Drill & Tool Company 
Newburgh Bleachery 
New Jersey Zinc Company (of Pennsylvania) 
Do. 
Niagara Duplicator Company 
Do. 
Do. 
The Nielsen Corp., Ltd. 
Do. 
Normandie Finishing Co., Inc. 
Do. 
Norris, Inc. 


Oakland Oil Mills 

Oakland Packing Company 
Do. 

The Ohio Leather Company 

Ohmer Fare Register Company 
Do. 


Pacific Grape Products Company 
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T.D. Name of Claimant 
49979-F Packrite Corp. 
Do. 
47116-A The Packwell Corp. 
Do. 
47197-C ...... Do. 
47216-D ...... Do. 
47311-D ...... Do. 
47334-F ...... Do, 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Padawer Brothers Corp. 
Do. 
Pal Blade Company, Inc. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Parnell Battery Company 
Parrott & Company 
Do. 
Do. 
tae 
Joseph Pearce Canning Company 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
C. M. Pitt & Sons Company 
Do. 
Planters Nut & Chocolate Company 
The Positype Corp. of America 
Precision Chemical Corp. 
Pure Foods Corp. 


Quality Products, Inc. 
Frank Raiter Canning Company 


Raytheon Manufacturing Company 
Reading Battery Company 
50287-—A Reynolds Metals Company 


51198-C 
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Name of Claimant 
San Francisco Packing Company 


Sayles Finishing Plants, Inc. 
Albert Schwill & Company 
Sebastiani Canning Company 
47281T-F  ....<8 Do. 
50487-C ....... Shell Oil Company 
53240-A ....... Simpson Coal & Chemical Corp. 
Do. 
James P. Smith & Company, Inc. 
51131-A J. Hungerford Smith Company 
Spicer Manufacturing Corp. 
J.D. & A, B. Spreckels Company 
Do. 
Standard Oil Company of California 
Stockton Food Products, Inc. 
Do. 
Stockton Packing Company 
Do. 
Sun Garden Canning Company 


Do. 


Sunkist Growers, Inc., Orange Products Division 
Do. 
Sutter-Cooperative Growers 


Do. 
Do. 
Sutter Packing Company 


Swan-Finch Oil Corp. 
Do. 
Swansea Print Works 


The Toledo Steel Products Company 
Trojan Powder Company 
Union Bleachery 
Victor Victor 
Volkman & Company 
Do. 
Vulcan Forging Company 
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Name of Claimant 
Watervliet Paper Company 
R. D. Webb Company 
Do. 
Do. 
Westfield Watch Company 
West Shore Packing Company 
Do. 
Wilmington Tanning Company 
Thomas Wolstenholme Company, Inc. 
Do. 
¥. G. Wool Packing Company 


Philip Zitzmann & Company 





CUSTOMS 13 


(T.D. 74-257) 


Antidumping—N orthern bleached hardwood kraft pulp from Canada 


Notice of determination to revoke dumping finding 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1974. 


A finding of dumping with respect to prime grade and off-grade 
northern bleached hardwood kraft pulp from Canada was published 
as Treasury Decision 73-28 in the Federal Register of January 23, 
1973 (38 F.R. 2210). On April 5, 1974, a petition was received by the 
Treasury Department requesting revocation of the finding. 

In a notice published in the Federal Register of June 28, 1974 (39 
¥.R. 24032), the Treasury Department affirmed its determination that 
prime grade and off-grade northern bleached hardwood kraft pulp 
from Canada is being, and is likely to be, sold at less than fair value 
within the meaning of section 201(a) of the Antidumping Act, 1921 
(19 U.S.C. 160(a) ). Because the grounds upon which the petition for 
revocation was based related primarily to considerations involving 
the injury determination of the Tariff Commission, the petition was 
referred to the Tariff Commissiion for such review of its injury deter- 
mination as the Commission deemed appropriate. 

In a notice to be published in the Federal Register of September 27, 
1974 (39 F.R. 34718), the Tariff Commission will announce that on 
the basis of its investigation into the matter, the Commission had 
determined that if the finding of dumping were revoked an industry 
in the United States would not be or would not likely be injured by rea- 
son of the importation of prime grade and off-grade northern bleached 
hardwood kraft pulp from Canada sold, or likely to be sold, at less 
than fair value within the meaning of the Antidumping Act, 1921, as 
amended. 

Accordingly, I hereby revoke the finding of dumping published as 
Treasury Decision 73-28, supra, effective with respect to all merchan- 
dise entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption on or 
after the date of publication of notice of the Commission’s decision in 
the Federal Register. 

Accordingly, section 153.43 of the Customs Regulations is amended 
by deleting from the column headed “Merchandise” the words “North- 
ern Bleached Hardwood Kraft Pulp—prime grade and off-grade,” 








CUSTOMS 


from the column headed “Country” the word “Canada,” and from the 
column headed “7’.D.” reference to Treasury Decision “73-28.” 
(APP-2-04) 


Peter O. SucHMAN, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the Federal Register September 30, 1974 (39 FR 35175) ] 


(T.D. 74-258) 
Foreign currencies—Certification of rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
Orrice oF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., September 23, 1974. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 


from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 74-191 for the 
following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs pur- 
poses to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following daily rates: 


Japan yen: 
September 9, 1974 $0. 003306 
September 10, 1974 . 003303 
September 11, 1974 . 003310 
September 12, 1974 - 003320 


South Africa rand: 
September 9, 1974 $1. 4170 
September 10, 1974 
(LIQ-3-0 :D :T) 
R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


[Published in the Federal Register October 4, 1974 (39 FR 35822) ] 


558-769—74——3 
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(T.D. 74-259) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 
Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 


Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., September 23, 1974. 
s 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buy- 
ing rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown 
below. These rates of exchange are published for the information and 
use of Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, 
Subpart C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR Part 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 

UPOUEINE OF BFE canna pnin nannies ese $0. 1970 

September 10, 1974 . 1970 

September 11, 1974 . 1970 

September 12, 1974 . 1970 

September 13, 1974 . 1975 
Tran rial: 

September 9-13, 1974_........-2.--_-_-- $0. 0149 
Philippines peso: 

September 9, 1974 . 1485 

September 10, 1974 . 1485 

September 11, 1974 . 1480 

September 12, 1974 . 1480 

September 13, 1974 . 1500 
Singapore dollar: 

September 9, 1974 . 4035 

September 10, 1974 . 4035 

September 11, 1974 . 4040 

September 12, 1974 - 4035 

September 13, 1974 . 4035 
Thailand baht (tical) : 

September 9-13, 1974 $0. 0490 
(LIQ-3-0 :D:T) 

R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 
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(T.D. 74-260) 
American manufacturer's petition 
Tariff classification of single-crystal quartz and articles thereof 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS. 
Washington, D.C., October 1, 1974. 


On April 15, 1974, the Customs Service published a notice in the 
Federal Register (39 F.R. 13564) of a petition filed by an American 
manufacturer pursuant to section 516, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
(19 U.S.C. 1516), requesting that the Customs Service change its pre- 
vious ruling holding that synthetic single-crystal quartz and articles 
thereof are classifiable under the provision for glass in the mass, con- 
taining over 95 percent silica by weight, in item 540.11, Tariff Sched- 
ules of the United States (TSUS). Written submission of relevant 
data, views, or arguments pertaining to the subject petition was 
invited. 

After due consideration of the petition and written submissions, it 
has been found that the classification of synthetic single-crystal quartz 
as grown; synthetic single-crystal quartz cut into lumbered bars; and 
synthetic single-crystal quartz cut into wafers but not lapped to fre- 
quency, in item 540.11, TSUS, as glass in the mass, is not correct. 

Synthetic single-crystal quartz is manufactured by depositing ex- 
tremely pure silicon dioxide which has been dissolved in an aqueous 
solution on a solid quartz seed in an autoclave maintained at high 
temperature and pressure. Synthetic single-crystal quartz has the same 
general chemical composition and crystalline molecular structure as 
natural quartz. As distinguished from glass, fused silica, or fused 
quartz, its molecules are in a fixed and regular pattern with respect to 
each other. Accordingly, synthetic single-crystal quartz is not regarded 
as glass, fused silica, or fused quartz, within the meaning of Headnote 
1, Part 3, Schedule 5, TSUS, which provides that “for the purposes 
of the tariff schedules, fused quartz and fused silica shall be regarded 
as glass.” 

Synthetic single-crystal quartz is primarily used in the manufacture 
of electronic circuit components. When of a quality suitable for such 
use, it is translucent and free of visible internal imperfections. Its 
hardness and dispersion qualities are substantially the same as found 
in clear natural quartz. 

The petitioner has been notified that synthetic single-crystal quartz, 
of a quality suitable for use in the manufacture of electronic com- 
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ponents, whether imported in the form of single crystals as grown, or 
cut into so-called lumbered bars, and synthetic single-crystal quartz 
wafers not lapped to frequency, are properly classifiable under the 
provision for synthetic materials of gemstone quality, in item 520.75, 
TSUS. This ruling will result in a higher rate of duty for this mer- 
chandise than would be assessed under item 540.11, TSUS. 

In accordance with section 516, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (19 
U.S.C. 1516), all merchandise of this kind entered, or withdrawn from 
warehouse, for consumption more than 30 days after publication of 
this notice in the weekly Customs Bulletin shall be classified in ac- 
cordance with this determination. 

(R:CV:S) 


Vernon D. Acres, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved September 27, 1974: 
Davin R. Macpona.p, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the Federal Register October 7, 1974 (39 FR 36034) ] 
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ERRATUM 


In the Customs Bulletin of September 25, 1974, Vol. 8, No. 39, 
Treasury Decision 74-233 should indicate that it was published 
in the Federal Register on September 12, 1974 (39 FR 32903). 





Protest Review Decisions 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., September 27, 1974. 


The following are decisions made by the United States Customs 
Service on protests filed under section 514, Tariff Act of 1930, as 
amended (19 U.S.C. 1514), and with respect to which further review 
was requested and granted under sections 174.23 and 174.24, Customs 
Regulations. 

Satvatore E. Caramacno, 
for Lreonarp LEHMAN, 
Assistant Commissioner, 
Regulations and Rulings. 


June 26, 1974 
PRD 74-19 
District Director of Customs 
Portland, Oregon 97209 
Dear Sir: 


Re: Decision on Application for Further Review of Protest No. 
29042002088 


The protest was filed against your decision in the liquidation of the 
following entries: 


100009 110251 
102087 110252 
102088 114410 
102090 


The protest involves the question of whether the invoiced discounts 
are freely offered to all wholesale purchasers. 

The merchandise consists of malleable iron fittings exported from 
Japan. The protestant claims the value of the merchandise to be the 
invoice unit values, less invoiced discounts, less a proportionate share 
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of ocean freight, packed. The protestant claims that the invoiced dis- 
counts are freely offered to all wholesale purchasers. The entries were 
made between February 1971 and September 1971. The date of liquida- 
tion was June 2, 1972. Export value was the basis of appraisement. 
You are of the opinion that the invoiced discounts are not freely offered 
to all purchasers at wholesale and have allowed only those discounts 
offered by the manufacturer to the least favored wholesale purchaser. 

Protestant contends that prior to these importations, a practice 
existed whereby, in respect of entries of the same or substantially 
similar merchandise, the entered values were adopted as export value. 
The entered value for those entries had included discounts of 45, 47, 
or 48 percent on galvanized pipe fittings, and discounts of 40 or 51 
percent on black pipe fittings. However, unexplained variances have 
been observed as between two U.S. importers. Accordingly, it is not 
considered that an established practice existed. 

The instant entries cover exports by the manufacturer to two im- 
porters in the United States. The published price list and discount 
sheet are identical for both importers. According to the published price 
list, discounts are determined by total dollar volume of the order and 
by the type of pipe fitting, either galvanized or black. 

In November 1971, inquiry was made of the manufacturer in Japan 
to ascertain what discount it freely offers to the least favored whole- 
sale purchaser. An employee of the manufacturer was asked why the 
discounts, listed according to group and price on the Special Customs 
Invoice, did not match the discounts on the discount sheet which was 
furnished to the Customs Attache. The employee replied that it was 
quite all right for the manufacturer to sell at a higher price than that 
shown on the price list. 

The information developed in the inquiry thus indicates that the 
prices of the manufacturer in Japan are negotiated, and that the pub- 
lished discounts are not mandatory. It is settled that only discounts 
freely offered to all purchasers may be deducted from price list price in 
determining dutiable value. Where the seller maintains an office price 
list, which differs substantially from its published schedules of prices 
and discounts, the published price list may be disregarded in deter- 
mining allowable discounts for appraisement purposes. 
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On the basis of the above, we are of the opinion that the entries in 
question were properly appraised on the basis of the discount offered 
to the least favored wholesale purchasers. 

You are, therefore, directed to deny the protest in full. 

Your file is returned. 

Sincerely yours, 
SatvatoreE E. CaraMacGno, 
Director, 
Classification and Value 
Dwision. 


July 2h, 1974 


PRD 74-20 : 
District Director of Customs 
Seattle, Washington 98104 
Dear Sir: 


Re: Decision on Application for Further Review of Protest No. 
30042001435 


This protest was filed against your decision in the liquidation of the 
following entry Nos: 


102674 113641 113986 115783 
105015 113646 113987 117373 
107931 113888 114065 119490 
108950 113892 115608 122618 


The merchandise under consideration consists of stuffed fish and 
vegetable crowns and ovals prepared in Canada and exported to the 
United States. The merchandise is not on the Final List, T.D. 54521, 
and appraisement was on the basis of constructed value under section 
402(d), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, represented by price list price, 
less freight and duty, net packed. 

The importer is a wholly-owned subsidiary of the exporter. The 
issue raised is whether a discount of 15 percent off price list price 
allowed by the exporter to the importer may be deducted from the 
price list price in determining the dutiable value of the imported 
merchandise. 
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The protestant, the importer’s customhouse broker, contends that the 
importer purchased the merchandise from the exporter at 15 percent 
off price list price, and that this price represents export value. Protes- 
tant cites United States v. Acme Steel Company, C.A.D. 841, in sup- 
port of its contention, apparently to support a determination that the 
price list price less 15 percent “fairly reflects the market value” (sec- 
tions 402(b) and (f) (1), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended). 

The basic question in this case, however, is not whether the price list 
price less 15 percent fairly reflects the market value, but, rather, 
whether the relationship between the exporter and importer is one of 
seller-buyer or one of seller-selling agent. If the relationship is one 
of agency, the 15 percent discount will be considered a selling commis- 
sion, and, as such, will be dutiable. Acme Steel, supra, does not bear 
on this question. 


The courts have held that where a parent exercises control over the 
subsidiary in such a way that the subsidiary is a mere instrumentality 
of the parent, the subsidiary will be considered an agent of the parent, 
and the subsidiary’s profit or commission on sales will be considered to 
be part of the selling price of the merchandise, and will be dutiable 
(Service Afloat, Inc. vy. United States, A.R.D. 311 (1973) ; C. J. Tower 
& Sons v. United States, A.R.D. 312 (1973); and United States vy. 
J.L. Wood, A.R.D. 319 (1973) ). 

Protestant states in its application for further review that “all sel- 
ling, business expense, credit risks, etc.” are assumed by the importer. 

The exporter, in a letter to the protestant dated April 29, 1970, 
stated : 


[the importer] is a wholly owned subsidiary of [the exporter] 
engaged in the sale of products produced by ‘[the exporter] and 
products produced or purchased by [the importer ] in the United 
States. Products produced by [the exporter] are invoiced to [the 
importer] at prices which [the importer] invoice their customers 
in the market. 

The agency allowance of 15% on packaged, branded products 
could be considered as a commission to cover [the importer’s] 
cost of storage, delivery, selling, advertising and administrative 
expenses. 


On the basis of the above statement, it appears that the price list 
prices are determined by the exporter, that the importer charges the 
purchasers in the United States the list prices as set by the exporter, 
deducts 15 percent as compensation for its services, and remits the 
remaining 85 percent to the exporter. Under these circumstances, we 
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are of the opinion that the relationship between the parties is an 
agency relationship, not one of buyer-seller, and that the 15 percent 
discount is a selling commision and, as such, is dutiable. 

Accordingly, we concur in your appraisement at price list price, less 
freight and duty, net packed, as representing constructed value, and 
you are directed to deny the protest in full. 

Your file is returned. 


Sincerely yours, 


Satvatore E. CaraMacGno, 
Director, 
Classification and Value 
Diwision. 


July 24, 1974 
PRD 74-21 


District Director of Customs 
Seattle, Washington 98104 


Dear Str: 


Re: Decision on Application for Further Review of Protest No. 
30042001516 


This protest was filed on November 13, 1972, and was against your 
decision in the liquidation on October 6, 1972, of entry No. 126420 
dated June 13, 1972, at the port of Blaine, Washington. The importa- 
tion was from Canada and consists of antiqued prints lithographically 
printed on paper which, in turn, is glued to a wood backing. 

This merchandise was classified by Customs officers under the provi- 
sion for articles not specially provided for, of wood, in item 207.00, 
Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS), based on the fact that 
wood backing is the component material of chief value. The protestant 
contends that since the merchandise is a lithographical print on paper, 
it is classifiable under item 274.65, TSUS, notwithstanding the fact 
that the wood backing is the component material in chief value. Item 
274.65 covers lithographs on paper over 0.020 inch in thickness and not 
over 20 years old. Therefore, this protest involves the question of 
whether this merchandise is classifiable as a lithographical print on 
paper, or classifiable in accordance with the material in chief value 
as defined in General Headnote 10(f), TSUS. 

In T.D. 56484(53), 100 Treas. Dees. 553 (1965), the United States 
Customs Service held that pictorial matter, lithographically printed 
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on paper, which was affixed to the inside of a shell, was classifiable 
according to its component material in chief value. If the merchandise 
was in chief value of the shell, it was classifiable under the provision 
for articles not specially provided for, of shell, in item 792.50, TSUS. 

We have also ruled that pictorial matter lithographically printed on 
paper which has been permanently affixed to a rectangular piece of par- 
ticle board was classifiable according to its component material in chief 
value. If the article was in chief value of particle board, it was classi- 
fiable as an article of wood under item 207.00. 

The protestant contends that T.D. 56484(53) , supra, has no applica- 
tion in the present case. He contends, in effect, that the shell in that 
decision was visible and, therefore, made the picture more valuable, 
whereas the wood used in the present case is not visible and, therefore, 
does not make the picture more valuable. 

The wood in the present case is a component material of the mer- 
chandise. For tariff purposes, it is immaterial that the wood is or is not 
visible. It, nevertheless, constitutes an added component making the 
merchandise more than a lithograph on paper. Consequently, the value 
of the wood must be considered in determining classification. 

The protestant also contends that T.D. 66-18(21), 101 Treas. Dees. 
81 (1966), is dispositive of the protest at hand. There, the United 
States Customs Service held that paper stock lithographically printed 
with pictorial matter and laminated to a plastic screen was classifiable 
as lithographs. The merchandise in T.D. 66-18(21), supra, had a 
3-dimensional effect achieved by the use of lenticular photography and 
a lenticular plastic screen. The plastic screen passed over the pictorial 
matter. The lithographical prints and the plastic screen constituted a 
lenticular lithograph. 

Since a tariff description covers all forms of a described article, and 
since a lenticular lithograph is a type of lithograph, lenticular litho- 
graphs on paper, even though plastics matter is also present, are 
properly classifiable as lithographs on paper. On the other hand, 
lithographs, such as the instant merchandise, on paper backed by 
wood of greater value than other component materials are properly 
classifiable under item 207.00, TSUS, and dutiable at the rate of 8 per- 
cent ad valorem. 

Accordingly, you are directed to deny this protest in full. 

Your file is returned herewith. 


Sincerely yours, 
SatvArore E. CaraMacno, 
Director, 
Classification and Value 
Division. 





PROTEST REVIEW DECISIONS 
August 27, 1974 
PRD 74-22 


Area Director of Customs 
New York Seaport 

New York, New York 10048 
Dear Sir: 


Re: Decision on Application for Further Review of Protest No. 
10013002964 


This protest is against your classification of certain wool yarn in 
the liquidation on November 17, 1974, of entry No. 52206, dated 
May 16, 1972. The merchandise covered by that entry consists of pack- 
ages of white wool yarn. Each package weighs approximately 1.05 
ounces and contains yarns cut into uniform lengths of 254, inches. 
A Customs laboratory analysis indicates that the yarn has been treated 
with a fluorescent whitening agent (optical brightener). 

The merchandise was entered under the duty-free provision for 
colored wool yarn, cut into uniform lengths of not over 3 inches, in 
immediate packages or containers not over 6 ounces in weight, in item 
307.60, Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS). The entry was 
liquidated under the provision of other wool yarns, in item 307.64, 
TSUS, with duty at the rate of 30 cents per pound plus 15 percent 
ad valorem. 

The sole question involved in this protest is whether the wool yarn 
is considered colored for tariff purposes. In this regard, we have re- 
ceived submissions on the same issue from other interested parties, 
advocating the same position as the protestant, that white wool yarn 
treated with an optical brightener and otherwise meeting the require- 
ments of item 307.60, TSUS, is classifiable under that provision. 

We have been informed that the wool yarn is prepared and bleached 
prior to the addition of the fluorescent whitening agent. The purpose 
of the fluorescent whitening agent is to achieve a constant and uniform 
degree of whiteness. 

Item 307.60 was originally enacted by P.L. 85-284, on September 4, 
1957, as paragraph 1822, Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. The primary 
difference between paragraph 1822 and item 307.60, is that the word 
“dyed” in paragraph 1822 has been changed to “colored” in item 307.60. 

“Colored” is defined in Headnote 2(b), Schedule 3, TSUS, as 


follows: 


the term “colored”, as used in connection with textile materials 
or textile articles, means that they have been subjected to a process 
such as, but not limited to, dyeing, staining, painting, printing, 
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or stenciling, in which color is imparted at any stage of manu- 
facture to all or part of the fiber, yarn, fabric, or other textile 
article, except identification yarns and except marking in or on 
selvages 

Although nothing specific is contained in the Tariff Classification 
Study, 1960, to explain why the word “dyed” in paragraph 1822 was 
changed to “colored,” we note that the Tariff Classification Study, 
1960, Schedule 3, at page 5, states, “Headnote 2(b) defines the word 
‘colored’ so as to include numerous terms, such as ‘colored’, ‘dyed’, 
‘printed’, and ‘stained’ which are used indiscriminately in the exist- 
ing provisions.” Accordingly, we infer no special significance to the 
changing of “dyed” to “colored” in the conversion of paragraph 1822 
to item 307.60. 

The question of whether the addition of an optical brightener to 
wool yarn is a process which is similar to dyeing, staining, etc., is not, 
in our opinion, the issue that need be resolved. What must be deter- 
mined is whether the optical brightener imparts color to the merchan- 
dise in question. This appears to be the main criterion expressed in 
Headnote 2(b). 

The Condensed Chemical Dictionary, Tth Edition, refers to optical 
brighteners as optical bleaches; colorless dyes ; fluorescent brighteners; 
and colorless fluorescent organic compounds which absorb ultraviolet 
light and emit a visible blue light. The 4th edition of that same text 
contains the explanation that the visible blue radiation increases the 
apparent whiteness of a white article. 

Bleaching is generally considered to be a process of whitening fibers, 
yarns, or fabric by removing the natural coloring matter, Fairchild’s 
Dictionary of Textiles, and a bleach is an agent or chemical compound 
used in that process. Therefore, if an optical brightener is, in fact, a 
bleach, it does not impart color since a bleached article is not consid- 
ered colored for tariff purposes. Similarly, a colorless dye cannot, by 
definition, impart color to an article. 

While some, or all, optical brighteners may emit a blue light or 
radiation, when viewing the subject merchandise, it appears to be 
white with no blue color discernible to the naked eye. In this connec- 
tion, we have been advised that most white cotton fabrics and white 
wool yarns imported into the United States have been treated with 
optical brighteners. 

In other rulings involving this same subject matter, we pointed out 
that the Customs Service has previously ruled that white cotton cloth 
which had been bleached and treated with a fluorescent whitening 
agent was classifiable under the provision for bleached cotton cloth, 
and not under the provision for cotton cloth which has been printed, 
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dyed, or colored. Those decisions were made in 1961 under the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, and circulated as C.I.E.’s 278/61 and 279/61. 

It has been asserted that rulings concerning the classification of cot- 
ton fabric should not govern the classification of wool yarn because 
the yarn industry applies different meanings than the fabric industry 
to various technical terms. This contention has no merit since “col- 
ored” is defined in Headnote 2(b) so as to apply equally to all textile 
materials and articles. We are not aware of any legislative history that 
would require or allow the application of Headnote 2(b) differently 
to wool yarn than to cotton fabrics. In the absence of evidence show- 
ing that such a result was clearly intended by the Congress, we are 
unable to agree that the word “colored,” when used to describe cotton 
fabrics, has a different meaning than when used to describe wool yarn. 

Although Headnote 2(b) did not exist prior to the enactment of the 
tariff schedules, we believe that the meaning attributed to the word 
“colored” in the old tariff acts is pertinent to the instant merchandise. 

In De Ronde & Co. v. United States, 19 Treas. Dec. 1242, T.D. 31112 
(1910), the question presented to the U.S. Court of Customs Appeals 
was whether a bleacher’s blue containing 3.5 percent ferrocyanide of 
iron was classifiable as a color under the Tariff Act of 1897. In ruling 
that the merchandise was not a color, the court stated, “The purpose of 
its use is not to give color to the product, but to make it white.” 

The same court decided that paper manufactured of natural barks 
or reeds, having an inherent color that persists through all processes, 
was classifiable as colored paper under the Tariff Act of 1897. Davison 
v. United States, 20 Treas. Dec. 1091, T.D. 31631 (1911). In this case, 
the court held that the word “colored” means having a color and the 
origin of that color is not important since the word describes an exist- 
ing quality or condition. It was noted in that holding that the corre- 
sponding provision of the then present tariff act contained the words 
“colored or uncolored, white or printed,” thus distinguishing between 
white paper and colored paper. A reasonable interpretation of the 
court’s holding in this case is that if white were considered a color, 
it would result in all paper being classified as colored paper, a result 
that the Congress apparently did not intend. 

The United States Customs Court, in Victor England Agencies, Inc. 
v. United States, 50 Cust. Ct. 83, C.D. 2394 (1963), distinguished the 
Davison case, supra, from its set of facts and stated that white “is 
connotative of an absence of color” and “to define ‘colored’ in terms of 
inherent qualities would operate to characterize all such materials as 
colored and render meaningless the provision for hats, not colored.” 
The court went on to hold that the word “colored,” when used in con- 
nection with such words as printed, dyed, stained, etc., contemplates 
an advancement of the article described beyond its previous state. 
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It does not appear to us that the addition of an optical brightener 
to a bleached white yarn constitutes the type of advancement neces- 
sary to cause that yarn to be classifiable as “colored.” What is being 
accomplished is that an essentially white yarn is either being made 
whiter or is being made a different shade of white. If white were con- 
sidered a color for tariff purposes, a fact that we do not concede, the 
addition of an optical brightener would merely modify the existing 
state of the yarn. No new color will have been imparted to the yarn. 

The contention is advanced that the fluorescent whitening agents 
used on the wool yarn, when imported into this country in chemical 
form, are classifiable under the provision for benzenoid colors, dyes, 
and stains (except toners), in item 406.50, TSUS. The implication 
raised by such a classification is that the chemicals must, therefore, 
color, dye, or stain the yarns to which they are applied. 

Benzenoid optical brighteners, other than fluorescent brightening 
agents 18, 24, and 32, which are provided for eo nomiéne in item 406.10, 
TSUS, have been ruled to be classifiable in item 406.50. However, 
mere classification of a chemical as a color, dye, or stain is not evidence 
that the subject chemical actually imparts color when applied to a 
textile material or article. As stated above, optical brighteners are 
commonly referred to as colorless dyes and colorless fluorescent organic 
compounds. Accordingly, classification of an optical brightener, when 
imported in chemical form, under a provision that includes dyes and 
stains has no bearing on determining whether wool yarns to which 
that same optical brightener has been added is considered colored for 
tariff purposes. 

It has also been contended that a uniform and established practice 
exists to classify white wool yarn in item 307.60, provided that it meets 
all the other requirements of that provision. 

We have examined the evidence submitted to us in this regard and 
are satisfied that a uniform and established practice of classification 
does not exist with regard to the classification of white wool yarn. 
In addition, we note that a uniform and established practice does 
exist to classify white cotton fabric as not colored for tariff purposes. 


In view of the foregoing, it appears that the merchandise was prop- 
erly classified in item 307.64, and you are hereby directed to deny the 
protest in full. 

Your file is returned herewith. 


Sincerely yours, 


SatvatoreE E. CaraMaGno, 
Director, 
Classification and Value 
Division. 
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August 22, 1974 
PRD 74-23 


District Director of Customs 
Seattle, Washington 98104 


Dear Sir: 


Re: Decision on Applications for Further Review of 
Protest Nos. 30013000500 
30013000548 
30013000549 


These protests were filed against your decision in the liquidation of 
consumption entry Nos. 126191 dated March 13, 1973, 126204 dated 
March 14, 1973, and 126539 dated March 19, 1973. 

The protests involve the question whether renegotiated price agree- 
ments between seller and importer because of currency fluctuations, 
subsequent to the departure of the merchandise from the country of 
exportation, can be taken into consideration in determining appraised 
value. 

One of the shipments of merchandise was purchased on August 30, 
1972, and the other two on January 20, 1973. On February 13, 1973, 
there was a devaluation of the United States dollar which resulted in 
an abrupt increase in the value of the currency of the exporting coun- 
try. All three shipments were exported on February 20, 1973. The 
prices were renegotiated, and on March 23, 1973, the seller agreed to 
absorb part of the currency revaluation and bill the importer for an 
additional 8 percent of the original purchase prices. The merchandise 
was appraised by Customs at the original purchase price plus 13 per- 
cent, which represents the total increase in the value of the exporting 
country’s currency between the date of purchase and the date of 
exportation. 

The importer contends that the renegotiated prices should be ac- 
cepted as the appraised value, citing Customs Headquarters telegram 
3641835 dated December 30, 1971. 

United States v. A. S. Neuberger and American Glanzstoff Corp., 
19 C.C.P.A. 96, T.D. 45241 (decided October 26, 1931), has been cited 
as authority for the position that prices after the date of exportation 
cannot be taken into consideration. However, the Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals merely held that a Customs Agent’s report made 
in 1930, which did not purport to cover any prior period, but men- 
tioned that the market had been unstable for some time, did not con- 
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stitute evidence of market value in 1928, when the merchandise had 
been exported. 

Moreover, in United States v. New York Merchandise Co., Inc., 31 
C.C.P.A. 213 (decided April 4, 1944), the Court of Customs and Pat- 
ent Appeals stated that the phrase “at the time of exportation” does 
not necessarily mean the hour or day of exportation, but a time near 
enough as will reflect the price on the date of exportation. The court 
went on to state: 


It is obvious that no definite period prior or subsequent to the 
exportation can be fixed as standard for all cases. A fluctuating . 
market, which might be brought about by many reasons, might 
make a date of sale or offer in this country prior or subsequent to 
the date of exportation an improper one to accept in determining 
the question here involved. On the other hand, the proof might 
show a steady, unvarying market or other conditions which would 
make a date months removed from the date of exportation a 
proper one to reflect what the price was on the date of exportation. 

As a practical matter, there would be many times when a sale after 
the date of exportation would be better evidence of value than a sale 
before the date of exportation. To take an extreme case, it would be 
unrealistic to appraise merchandise on the basis of a sale three months 
before the date of exportation, and ignore a sale at a different price on 
the date after the date of exportation. 


Prices renegotiated after the date of exportation have been taken 
into account by Customs when they are higher than the original prices 
(note C.I.E. 73/71). There seems to be no reason for not giving con- 
sideration to renegotiated prices which are increased by less than the | 
amount of the currency revaluation, as is the case here, or even prices 
which are lower than the original prices, notwithstanding that the 
renegotiated prices were not finalized until after the date of 
exportation. 

The important point is whether the renegotiated prices are a valid 
indication of market value on the date of exportation. In making this 
determination, the responsible appraising officer must consider the 
total circumstances to see if there are any factors which indicate that 
the renegotiated prices do not accurately reflect the market value on - 
the date of exportation. For example, there might be a substantial 
change in market values between the date of exportation and the date 
of renegotiation, or the renegotiated prices might be based on consid- 
erations other than market value for the shipment renegotiated, such 
as allowances for shortages or damage pertaining to other shipments. 
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In the case of these protests, your report and the regional commis- 
sioner’s report do not indicate that there are any qualifying circum- 
stances that would lead both of you to believe that the renegotiated 
prices do not reflect the market value on the date of exportation. The 
only apparent reason for rejecting the renegotiated prices seems to be 
that they were arrived at after the date of exportation. 


On the basis of the above, Customs Headquarters is of the opinion 
that the merchandise should be appraised at the renegotiated prices, 
and that the protests should be allowed. 


Sincerely yours, 


Raymonp E. Turner, 
Director, 
Entry Procedures 
and Penalties Division. 
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CUSTOMS COURT 


Judgment of the United States Customs 
Court in Appealed Case 


SepremBer 20, 1974 


Apprat 5526.—C. J. Tower & Sons of Buffalo, Inc., and Dravo Cor- 
poration v. United States—Sree, Castrnes—InpustriaL Four- 
NACES, Parts or—Conveyors, Parts or—!NpDUSTRIAL MACHINERY 
FOR TREATMENT OF MATERIALS BY A Process INvotvinc TEMPERA- 
TURE CHANGE, Parts or—TSUS. C.D. 4379 affirmed June 6, 1974. 
C.A.D. 1124. 





Tariff Commission Notices 


Investigations by the United States Tariff Commission 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, October 1, 1974. 


The appended notices relating to investigations by the United States 
Tariff Commission are published for the information of Customs Of- 
ficers and others concerned. 


Vernon D. Acres, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[337-L-74] 
CERTAIN ULTRA-MICROTOME FREEZING ATTACHMENTS 


Notice of extension of time for submission of information 


Notice is hereby given that the date for submission of information 
by interested persons which is pertinent to the preliminary inquiry in- 
stituted in the above matter has been extended from September 27, 
1974 to November 27, 1974. 

By order of the Commission : 


Kenneru R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
Issued September 23, 1974. 


[337-L-72] 
CERTAIN WHEEL BALANCING WEIGHTS 
Notice of dismissal of preliminary inquiry 


On September 3, 1974, the U.S. Tariff Commission (Commissioner 
Ablondi dissenting), having determined that there is not good and 
sufficient reason for the institution of a full investigation, terminated 
and dismissed preliminary inquiry No. 337-L-72, Certain Wheel 
Balancing Weights. 
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The preliminary inquiry was instituted on the basis of a complaint 
filed with the Commission on March 7, 1974, by Gottwald Industries, 
Inc., of Akron, Ohio, alleging unfair methods of competition and un- 
fair acts in the importation and/or sale of certain wheel balancing 
weights in the United States in violation of section 337 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930. 

Notice of the Commission’s receipt of complaint and institution of 
the preliminary inquiry was published in the Federal Register on 
April 8, 1974 (39 F.R. 13209). Notice of the public hearing held by 
the Commission on July 31, 1974, in connection with the preliminary 
inquiry was published in the Federal Register on July 17, 1974 (39 
F.R. 26206). 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
Issued September 20, 1974. 


[TEA-W-242] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER Section 301(c)(2) oF THE 
TRADE EXPANSION Act or 1962 


Amendment of scope of investigation 


On August 19, 1974, the U.S. Tariff Commission published notice 
in the Federal Register (39 F.R. 29975) of the institution of an in- 
vestigation under section 301 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 on 
behalf of the workers and former workers of Lessing Footwear, Inc., 
Norwalk, Connecticut, to determine whether, as a result in major part 
of the concessions granted under trade agreements, articles like or 
directly competitive with footwear for women (of the types provided 
for in items 700.45, 700.55, 700.70, 700.83, and 700.85 of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States) produced by said firm are being im- 
ported into the United States in such increased quantities as to cause, 
or threaten to cause, the unemployment or underemployment of a 
significant number or proportion of the workers of such firm or an 
appropriate subdivision thereof. 

On September 20, 1974, the Commission amended the scope of this 
investigation, pursuant to its authority under section 403(a) of the 
said act, to include, in addition, articles like or directly competitive 
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with footwear for women (of the types provided for in item 700.60 of 
the Tariff Schedules of the United States) produced by said firm. 
By order of the Commission: 


Kennera R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Issued September 24, 1974. 


[337-L-65] 
CERTAIN ELECTRONIC AUDIO AND RELATED EQUIPMENT 


Notice of receipt of amendment to complaint 


The United States Tariff Commission hereby gives notice of the 
receipt on August 28, 1974, of an amendment to a complaint filed 
July 10, 1973, under section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1337), by District Sound, Inc., Washington, D.C., alleging unfair 
methods of competition and unfair acts in the importation and sale of 
certain electronic audio and related equipment, which unfair methods 
and acts have the effect or tendency to restrain or monopolize trade 
and commerce in the United States. The specific unfair acts are al- 
leged to be (1) a refusal to deal with complainant, thereby effectuat- 
ing illegal territorial restraints on the resale of goods, and (2) illegally 
maintaining a fair trade pricing program in a non-fair trade jurisdic- 
tion. 

The amendment alleges that the complained of unfair acts have taken 
place with the knowledge of Victor Company of Japan, Ltd., a foreign 
corporation, and at its direction or pursuant to agreement with JVC 
America, Inc., its agents, distributors and dealers. The original com- 
plaint named only JVC America, Inc., Maspeth, New York, the U.S. 
subsidiary of Victor Company of Japan, Ltd., as engaging in the al- 
leged unfair acts. 

Notice of complaint received was published in the Federal Register 
on July 30, 1973 (38 F.R. 20303-04), and notice of extension of time 
for filing written views was published in the Federal Register on Au- 
gust 17, 1973 (38 F.R. 22259). 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Issued September 5, 1974. 
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[TEA-W-244] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER Section 301(c) (2) oF 
THE TRADE ExpPANsIoNn Act oF 1962 


Amendment of scope of investigation 


On September 11, 1974, the U.S. Tariff Commission published notice 
in the Federal Register (39 F.R. 32798) of the institution of an inves- 
tigation under section 301(c)(2) of the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962 on behalf of the workers and former workers of the Tifton, 
Georgia, plant of the Blue Ridge Shoe Company, Wilkesboro, North 
Carolina, a wholly owned subsidiary of Melville Shoe Corporation, 
Harrison, New York, to determine whether, as a result in major 
part of concessions granted under trade agreements, articles like or 
directly competitive with footwear for men and boys (of the types 
provided for in item 700.55 of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States) produced by said firm are being imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, 
the unemployment or underemployment of a significant number or 
proportion of the workers of such firm or an appropriate subdivision 
thereof. 

On September 25, 1974, the Commission amended the scope of this 
investigation, pursuant to its authority under section 403(a) of the 
said act, to include, in addition, articles like or directly competitive 
with footwear for misses, children and infants (of the types provided 
for in item 700.55 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States) 
produced by said firm. 

By order of the Commission : 

Kennetuo R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Issued September 26, 1974. 


[TEA-W-247] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SEcTION 301(c) (2) oF 
THE TRADE Expansion Act or 1962 


Notice of investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301(a)(2) of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, on behalf of the former workers of the 
Cara Mia Shoe Corp. and its wholly owned subsidiary, Bobi Wood 
Heel Corp., Hialeah, Florida, the United States Tariff Commission, 
on September 27, 1974, instituted an investigation under sec- 
tion 301(c) (2) of the Act to determine whether, as a result in major 
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part of concessions granted under trade agreements, articles like or 
directly competitive with footwear for women, misses and children 
and wood heels for footwear (of the types provided for in items 
700.55 and 207.00 of the Tariff Schedules of the United States) pro- 
duced by said firms are being imported into the United States in such 
increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, the unemploy- 
ment or underemployment of a significant number or proportion of 
the workers of such firms or appropriate subdivisions thereof. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in the 
subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in 
the Federal Register. 

The petition filed in this case is available for inspection at the 
Office of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E 
Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office 
of the Tariff Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

By order of the Commission : 

Kennetu R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Issued September 30, 197 4. 


[337-L-63] 
PRESET VARIABLE RESISTANCE CONTROLS 
Notice of dismissal of complaint and termination of preliminary inquiry 


The United States Tariff Commission on September 18, 1974, dis- 
missed the complaint filed under section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
by CTS Corporation of Elkhart, Indiana. The complaint alleged un- 
fair methods of competition and unfair acts in the importation and 
sale of preset variable resistance controls embraced within the claims 
of United States Letters Patents No. 3,375,478, No. 3,518,604, and No. 
3,670,285. In addition, the complaint alleged unfair methods of com- 
petition with respect to taxes allegedly rebated by the Spanish govern- 
ment upon exportation of the subject articles. 

After preliminary inquiry in accordance with section 203.3 of its 
Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 203.3), the Commission 
determined (Commissioner Leonard dissenting) that good and suffi- 
cient reason does not exist for the initiation of a full investigation. 
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Notice of the institution of the preliminary inquiry was published 
in the Federal Register of June 19, 1973. A public hearing was held on 
July 25, 1974 and notice of the hearing was published in the Federal 
Register of June 19, 1974 (39 F.R. 21197-21198). 

By order of the Commission : 

Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 
Issued September 80, 1974. 
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